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My dear Bill, 
Thank you for your letter 2nd telegram,Aixnailed 

proofs have not yet been received,and I therefore doubt that 
it will be possible to send them back to the Editor direatly 
in time.1 am enclosing the list of corrsctione,hoping that they 
can be incorporated even at thep@80f stage,at least the moat 
important of them. The Editor wili perUps realize that writing 
a paper with a certain hurry,by two,or rather, three people at 
the oorners of a tr&&ggle London-Milan-Wisconsin is not an easy 
Bnatter,and some corrections should be permissible, The best will 
therefore be that you embody these uorreotions(hopi$g they reach 
you in time) in the copy in your hands and send them to the 
Editor. 

I am rather ashamed for all the trouble that this 
paper costs you,As to offprints, I should ordersix hundred and 
should be grateful if the bill could be made to my name at the 
adirress of the Institutesas If the editor wants the reprints to 
be paid by someone resding in Gt.Sritafn,perhaps 1 should ask 
you to anticipate this sum and I shall care that this sum be 
refunded to you. The same could happen also in case the editor 
does not Jhn$hyfe?$u&fr ‘e money comes from,but you are interested 
in havin a sma 1 un baiting your ar::ival next year for the 
Congresses. It would,however,help me if I could have the bill 
addressed to the Institute. 

The cars have come;they are beautiful.They are still 
practiaally unknown in this country,Thank you sznd Mre?Hayes for 
them. 

I shall write more diffusely soon about work;at the 
l moment I want this letter sent as soon as possible. I was greatly 

interested by your last letter. 
Yours ever 



Pages refer to yellow manusc$$#t in my hands. ' 

p,b,lines 1%32,delete sentence t"Aeration was carrfed out 
eltht::r by rolling the tubes (Milan) or by bubbling air thorugh 
the medium ". 
p.6 line 18,insert ~*eby rolllngjn after the word mammtion”. 

peg line 12, Instead of "enzyme inhib~tors(;,.)H,wrfte t 
W&ibitors of enzymes(.,,.)W, 

p,l2,linee 13-21 (given as lines 21-29 Image 3 of the manuscript 
in Lederberg's hands),Lederberg believes this fs too near the 
iuwricw version and should be possibly pamphrased,Xave you 
any suggestions whic3h would not alter the number of lines? 

p.19 line 22. Instead of "prototrophs" write "zygotes", 

p,20,lines. 2-3. Instead oft (assuming this as the phylrioal. 
basis of the observed exchangee),write r(~ssurnSng this is the 
basis of the observed genetic exchanges). This should not 
alter the following lines. 

$22&ne 16. Instead ef’atxa2n w 977~ wxeteg Vtraln W 945* . 

p.24 line 17. fnstead of : " Woclearcut exception has been fo- 
und to the r::le -ttit,* write : W ILfr forms an apparent excep- 
tion to the rule that,", XX 
~~24 line 19. Instead of ; "This would mean" write t Vhla3 

. rule would mean". 
Note.: in %he transformation ~$XIS su~ges@&,?~~"r8%~ 

gained in the first line is emclty correeponddnt to t&t lost 
by adding the word wrulen in the third line,so that only the 
first three lines of this paragraph need be rewritten. 

pP127,1ast @AR. I can here suggest two altematives,a more 
drastic one itnd a less drastio.!Phe more dmstic mfght alter 
the number of pages and therefore may have to be discarded on 
this ground. 

According to the less drastic alteration,the followfng 
uorrmtions should be Biada t 

p.2'7,line 15. Instead of tfw;l'lrxkamWazm YCwo hy:>otheaee, 
based on n write t ItAt least one hypotheals,LBaed on", 

$3.2'7 line 16-17: dslet@ sentenset "the first is that". 



-. * 
p':n,line 19. Instead of taThere is at present no wideme to" 
wrftetYI!here la at present no definite evidence to", 
p.27,last three 1ines;deleta all the text after the word 
*reductiontq,whioh will therefore terminate this p&agrqh. 
p.28 delete fira two lines, 
p, 28 line 3 *Instead of The second hypothesis would supposew 
write t "Another possibility is that there is". The new sentence 
has the same length as the old one, . 
p*28,lines 13-16. Instead of " This seclond hypothesis,however,ei 
on. Write i "This interpretation however does not agree we&l 
with some feature% of the data in tab&h 2 ,which need not be 
discussed in this pla(3e,so t&t ,at the moment,the hypothesis 
of segmental el&mination remains the more attractive. 

The more drastic alteration has in comm~a with the first the 
correction of the lust par,of page 27. 1 rrrrite here for cla- 
rity this paragrczph,as it should look like aft r correction: 

*As to the effects of F+ on segregation ,it in obvfous that 
further analyses of linearity of the chromosomes (the physioal 
basis of the linkage group) in Eaot~ooll K-12 will have to 
take them into consideration. At least one hypotheais,baaed on 
Mendelian theory,etin bet put forward to account for themt the 
elimination of a specific segment of the chromosome contr%butsd 
by the E% parent msy take place regularly at every fertfliaatior 
There $8 at present no definite evidence to suggest whether 
suoh elimination might occur during formation of the F+ gametic 
oell,Suring fertllis-tion,or at the ensufng reduction," 

With the ihere drastic alteratlon,this paragraph would end 
the paper and all the rest would be deleted. 

\IG 'ith the exception of *he correction at page 6,which slters 
the number of lines a:ld may be impossible at page-proof stage, 
and the correotione h are %ome= 
what extensive but being the 
last onestall the corrections given should not alter the number 
of lines or the lines aoming after the text which htis been worry 
ted so that there should be no great difficulty experienced in 
incorportating them into text. 


